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Responses to Comment Set 14 
14-1 The CSLC’s involvement in the Peyton Slough Remediation and Restoration Project has 

influenced the analysis of the Proposed Project.  This is reflected in mitigation measures in 
Sections D.4 (Biological Resources), D.6 (Environmental Contamination and Hazardous 
Materials), and D.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and alternative routings (Existing Pipeline 
ROW Alternative).  The Final EIR will enable the CSLC’s consideration of the Proposed 
Project or the routing favored by the commenter.  Please see also Response to Comment 28-1, 
which provides more information on the Existing Pipeline ROW Alternative, and Response to 
Comment 33-17, which fully explains the approach to consideration of the Phase 2 Carquinez 
Strait crossing. 

14-2 Text has been added to the Executive Summary to elaborate on Project routing, to explain the 
Peyton Slough project, and to clarify the revised route.  Please refer to Executive Summary 
Section 2.1 (changes recorded in Section 4 of this Final EIR). 

14-3 When SFPP initially submitted the Proposed Project, it included the installation, via HDD, of a 
new 20-inch line under the Carquinez Strait. SFPP subsequently determined that a bore of such 
diameter over such a distance had never before been attempted and that existing HDD 
technology is not sufficiently developed to attempt the proposed bore. The Proposed Project 
was amended, accordingly, to use the existing 14-inch line beneath the Carquinez Strait. As the 
present Project utilizes an existing facility without construction or other physical impacts to the 
environment of the Strait, it is not necessary to analyze alternative crossings at this time. 
Should HDD technology advance to the point that a bore in excess of 20-inch over 
approximately a mile distance becomes feasible and SFPP submits an application to the CSLC, 
an EIR will be prepared in which alternatives to the use of HDD are defined and analyzed as 
required. This approach, in our opinion, is consistent with the provisions of the CEQA and 
does not share the same set of facts that exist in Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. V. Regents 
of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3rd 376, 396, 253. In the instant case, for example, it 
is not certain when, or even if, HDD technology will advance sufficiently for the desired bore 
to become feasible. Section 15144 of the State CEQA Guidelines states, “Drafting an EIR or 
preparing an negative declaration necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While 
forecasting the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and 
disclose what it reasonably can.” We believe that the information within the EIR meets this 
standard. 

14-4 Neither the perception of the commenter that “The Draft EIR does not appear to evaluate an 
alternative using the project proponent's existing pipeline right of way in Segment 1.” nor the 
stated distinction between the 'existing pipeline right of way' and the Existing Pipeline ROW 
Alternative is the case. The 'existing pipeline right of way' and the Existing Pipeline ROW 
Alternative, as analyzed in the EIR (see Sections C.3 and D.2.4, D.3.4, et al.) are one and the 
same. Figure B-2, Detail of Proposed Pipeline Route (page B-45 of the Draft EIR) illustrates 
the approximate location of the Existing Pipeline ROW Alternative. This Figure has been 
modified to include an enlarged inset for the area of this alternative closest to the Carquinez 
Strait and Rhodia (see end of Section 4, first revised figure after end of text). As indicated in 
the revised Figure B-2, the alternative route is west of the Proposed Project (after 
approximately MP 3.5 to the Strait), consistent with the description in Section D.9.1.3 of the 
Draft EIR (see page D.9-11), thereby avoiding the area within the Peyton Slough Restoration 



SFPP Concord-Sacramento Pipeline 
3.  RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
Final EIR 3-96 October 2003 

and Remediation Project. As indicated, the Segment 1 of the Existing Pipeline ROW 
Alternative would follow the route of the existing 14-inch SFPP Pipeline. 

In general, the commenter’s reliance on the Executive Summary as indicative of the depth of 
the analyses in the Draft EIR is misplaced.  Further, as established above, the Existing Pipeline 
ROW Alternative would follow the route of the existing 14-inch SFPP Pipeline in Segment 1 
and as such would not have any wetland impacts in the vicinity of the Rhodia property. 

14-5 Thank you.  Executive Summary Section 3, Areas of Controversy, has been modified as shown 
in Section 4 to include concerns related to the Peyton Slough Restoration and Remediation 
Project. 

14-6 Please refer to Responses to Comments 14-1 and 14-4 above. 

14-7 The commenter quotes only a portion of the subject paragraph at ES-7. Preceding text states, 
“The anticipated frequency of unintentional releases from a given length of the existing 14-inch 
pipe (which would continue to be used in the No Project Alternative) is roughly 50 higher than 
that for the proposed new pipeline construction . . . . .  As a result, a significantly higher total 
number of unintentional releases are expected from the No Project Alternative (due to use of 
pipe constructed in 1967) as compared to either the Proposed Project or the Existing Pipeline 
ROW Alternative route (both employing new pipe).” Further, Figure ES-2, at Draft EIR page 
ES-8, indicates that the existing 14-inch pipeline is expected to have more releases of 50 barrels 
or larger than the proposed 20-inch pipeline.  As stated on Draft EIR page ES-8 in the first 
bullet, the overall number of spills on the older existing pipeline is expected to be 36% greater 
than for the proposed new pipeline.  Overall with respect to pipeline safety, installation of a 
new pipeline is strongly preferred over continued use of the older line.   

Draft EIR Section D.2, Pipeline Safety and Risk of Accidents, discusses and analyzes the 
anticipated frequencies of a complete range of unintentional releases from the existing and 
proposed pipelines.  The environmental impacts of a spill are analyzed in each affected issue 
area; e.g., Section D.4.3.4 presents the analysis of the impacts of a pipeline accident on 
biological resources.  While the Draft EIR could not reasonably be expected to present a 
specific analysis of a pipeline accident at every point along the route, the discussion in Section 
D.4.3.4 addresses the types of impacts that would occur, e.g., in each of the different habitat 
types through which the Proposed Project passes. 

With respect to the comment about Segment 1, please refer to Responses to Comments 14-3 
and 14-4. 

14-8 The point at which the 20-inch pipe connects to the 14-inch pipe will be designed specifically to 
accommodate the pressure difference that occurs at that point, so there would be no greater risk 
of an accident occurring at this point than at other points along the pipeline.  The fluid being 
transported through the 14-inch diameter pipe at the Carquinez Strait will have a higher velocity 
than the fluid passing through the 20-inch diameter pipe.  The Draft EIR, Impact S-2.5, at page 
D.2-41, describes, in “Pipeline Design Review,” the third party design review to be done by 
the CSLC.  Additional definition of this review has been added to the discussion and mitigation 
(see Section 4, under changes to Section D.2). 

The cumulative impact discussion for biological resources (Section D.4.3.8) has been 
augmented (as shown in Section 4 under Changes to Section D.4, page D.4-82) to acknowledge 
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the potential impacts of spills occurring in areas that have been previously affected by other 
pipeline accidents.  Also, a discussion of cumulative impacts has been added to the Pipeline 
Safety section of this Final EIR (see Section 4, under Changes to Section D.2, page D.2-52).   

14-9 Please refer to Draft EIR Sections D.2.3.6 (page D.2-42) and D.2.3.7 (page D.2-44) for 
relevant analyses of magnitude of pipeline releases. 

14-10 The cited material from Executive Summary Section 4.1 is a “summary of key findings for 
pipeline safety and risk of accident” and is not intended to present a detailed analysis.  Please 
refer to Response to Comments 14-4 and 14-7.  

14-11 Section D.4.1.2 (environmental setting, under heading for Segment 1, Phase 1) explains that 
this area includes seasonal alkali marks and brackish marsh, and appendices to the EIR 
(Appendices 1C, 1D, and 1E) present additional detail on wetlands.  As the issues in this 
comment are the same as in the preceding comment, please refer to Responses to Comments 
14-4 and 14-7. 

14-12 Section D.4.3.3 of the Draft EIR, page 4-35, defines the impacts of pipeline construction and 
includes Table D.4-10, Wetland Impact Summary Table.  Additionally, Appendix 1D, page 
Ap.1d-1, defines wetland impacts by detailed milepost (to the 1/100th of a mile).  Mitigation 
for wetland impacts is presented in the Draft EIR beginning at page D.4-84 in Mitigation 
Measures BB-5a, BB-5b, and BB-5c. 

14-13 The Existing Pipeline ROW Alternative was fully considered in the Draft EIR, so could be 
considered (in whole or in part) by the CSLC.  The statement that “there is no authority to 
implement mitigation” refers only to the No Project Alternative in which SFPP would continue 
to operate the existing pipeline.  In this case, any construction or pipeline improvements that 
would occur would be governed by existing regulation, which in many cases allows pipeline 
segment maintenance or minor replacements with no CEQA documentation or mitigation 
requirements. 

14-14 The function of an Executive Summary is to “summarize” the contents of a larger document.  
As such, detailed discussions of all aspects of each project segment are not presented.  The 
Rhodia site and the remediation efforts are addressed in the Draft EIR in Section D.6, 
Environmental Contamination and Hazardous Materials (Segment 1 discussions in Sections 
D.6.1.2 and D.6.3.6) (see page D.6-1).  Mitigation measures proposed in Section D.6.3.3, 
page D.6-7, present requirements for construction through contaminated areas, and their 
implementation would ensure that identified impacts are reduced to less than significant levels.  

14-15 The Executive Summary is not meant to address site-specific hydrologic issues, but summarizes 
the types of impacts that could occur as a result of the Proposed Project or an alternative. See 
specific Responses to Comments 14-48 through 14-52 regarding water resources issues.  

14-16 While comparisons of alternatives are not provided on a segment-by-segment basis, one may 
assemble from the matrix and the relevant Draft EIR section those impacts that apply to 
Segment 1.  For example, in Biological Resources, Section D.4.3.6 under Segment 1 (page 
D.4-70 to D.4-74) identifies the following impacts that would occur in Segment 1: Impacts 
BB-1, BB-2, BB-4, BB-5, BB-6, BW-1 through BW-4, BM-1, and B-1 through B-4. See also 
Response to Comment 14-1. 
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14-17 The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, see Comment Set 33, Comment 33-5, 
states, “The Phase 1 proposed pipeline would be trenched through segments of the 
Paleochannel (parts of which have been filled with cinders) and two capped subsurface cinder 
bodies on the Rhodia Property (Fig. 2).”  See Response to Comment 33-5. 

Section 15130 (a)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part, “As defined in Section 
15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the 
combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related 
impacts.” The cumulative impacts of the routing of the Proposed Project in Segment 1, as such 
pertain to the Peyton Slough Remediation Project, are discussed in each relevant issue area 
within the Draft and Final EIR. See, for example. Section D.4.3.8 at page D.4-82 of the Draft 
EIR and the corresponding additions to said section in Section 4, changes to Section D.4 under 
page D.4-82. 

14-18 The comment addresses Draft EIR Section B, the Project Description, rather than Section D in 
which the impact assessments are presented.  The impacts of construction associated with each 
methodology proposed for each of the waterway crossings (e.g., work areas, bore and receiving 
pits, truck traffic) are considered in Section D within the analyses pertinent to each issue area’s 
impact.  The analysis of alternate methodologies as are listed in the comment would not be 
necessary unless those proposed were deemed infeasible or if impacts could not be mitigated. 

14-19 The Draft EIR Appendix 1E, Jurisdictional Delineation Maps, following page Ap.1D-8, 
provides such detail for the proposed pipeline route, including the specific locations of proposed 
pig launcher/receivers.  See, for example, Sheet 2240-W-502 (middle strip) for the location of 
the valve and launcher/receiver on the Rhodia property (see revised figure in Section 4 of this 
Final EIR).  Impacts of pipeline construction, including valve stations, are discussed 
extensively in the Draft EIR in each relevant impact issue areas, e.g., see D.4.3.3 at page 
D.4-35 for discussion of impacts of pipeline construction on biological resources.  See also 
Response to Comment 14-7, second paragraph. 

14-20 After publication of the Draft EIR, several coordination meetings have taken place in which 
SFPP has provided information to Rhodia and the agencies participating in the Peyton Slough 
Restoration and Remediation Project regarding the Proposed Project.  The alternatives 
evaluated in the Draft EIR (including the Existing Pipeline ROW Alternative) were discussed.  
The CSLC may elect to consider a portion of the Existing Pipeline ROW Alternative, which is 
fully analyzed in the EIR, along with other portions of the proposed pipeline route. 

See also Response to Comment 28-1 and 33-12. 

14-21 See Response to Comment 14-20, above. 

14-22 See Responses to Comments 14-1 and 14-3. 

14-23 The descriptions of Phase 2 and its associated laydown area are not intended to be final or 
complete at this time due to the speculative nature of this action.  See also Response to 
Comment 14-22. 

14-24 The referenced sentence has been corrected (see Section 4, under changes to Section B, page 
B-18) to indicate that the planning process is underway, not the remediation effort. 
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14-25 The referenced sentence has been clarified (see Section 4, changes to Section B, page B-18) to 
show the range of possible distance between Peyton Slough and the Phase 2 route.  See also 
Response to Comment 14-22. 

14-26 As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section B.3.4 at page B-22, the existing pipeline and associated 
equipment will not be removed.  Rather, the pipeline will be designated an “out-of-service 
pipeline.”  See Response to Comment 22-1. 

14-27 See Responses to Comments 14-1 and 14-4. 

14-28 The impacts listed in Section C.1.2.1 of the Draft EIR are not intended to be comprehensive, 
but represent the major impacts that were identified at the EIR planning stages when 
alternatives were developed and considered.  The impacts listed in the comment are evaluated 
in Section D of the Draft EIR, e.g., Section D.4.3.3, page D.4-35 (first and second bullets), 
and Section D.2.3.5, page D.2-31 (third bullet).  

14-29 See Response to Comment 14-4. 

14-30 Please see an amended Section C.3.2.3 in Section 4, under page C-14. 

14-31 Low pH is a factor in external corrosion of the pipeline and requires use of a special pipeline 
coating to ensure that corrosion is minimized.  As stated in the Draft EIR, page D.2-37, “To 
mitigate the likelihood of releases caused by external corrosion, the Applicant has proposed to 
install a high quality exterior pipe coating.”  The CSLC’s engineer will verify such appropriate 
pipe coating during pipeline design review, as described in the Draft EIR under Impact S-2.5 
(page D.2-37, Section D.2.3.5).  In addition, Mitigation Measure S-2h (Section D.2.3.5, 
Impact S-2.5, Design Flaw) has been added to ensure that appropriate design review is 
completed prior to pipeline construction (see Section 4, under changes to Section D.4, page 
D.2-42). 

14-32 See Response to Comment 14-4. 

14-33 The text on page D.2-15 (see Section 4, changes to Section D.2, page D.2-15) has been 
modified to note that the pig launcher/receiver is “near” the northwest limit of the Rhodia 
facility. 

14-34 Text has been added to the Segment 1 discussion under Section D.4.1.2 (Draft EIR page 
D.4-14) for the Phase 1 Carquinez Strait crossings (see Section 4, changes to Section D.4, page 
D.4-15).  See also Responses to Comments 14-1, 14-3, and 14-4. 

14-35 Text has been added to the description of the environmental setting for the Phase 2 Carquinez 
Strait crossing (see Section 4, changes to Section D.4 at page D.4-15 and Draft EIR, Section 
D.4.1.2).  At present the described “creation, enhancement, and restoration” has yet to occur. 

14-36 Section D.4.3, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project, 
describes impacts of pipeline construction, operation, and accidents.  Sixteen detailed mitigation 
measures are presented to reduce impacts to biological resources, including wetlands and 
aquatic habitats.  Beginning on page D.4-70, the Draft EIR addresses Segment 1 impacts more 
specifically, acknowledging the Peyton Slough restoration project in discussions for both the 
proposed project and the Phase 2 Carquinez Strait crossing.  We are not aware of any 
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inconsistencies between the analyses within the Draft EIR and the mitigation conditions and 
restoration goals for the Peyton Slough Remediation and Restoration Project. 

14-37 The text in the referenced paragraph has been modified to clarify that Peyton Slough is tidal 
only north of the tide gate (see Section 4, changes to Section D.4, page D.4-16). 

14-38 and -39 The temporary impacts to wetlands described in the referenced paragraph apply to 
pipeline construction in general.  The specific discussion of impacts in Segment 1 is presented 
on page D.4-70 of the Draft EIR, and after considering Peyton Slough and the existing 
environment, impacts from construction are found to be less than significant after 
implementation of Mitigation Measures BB-2a and BB-5a.  Note that Mitigation Measure BB-5a 
related to Wetland Avoidance and Restoration (Draft EIR, page D.4-43) has been modified (see 
Section 4, under changes to Section D.4, page D.4-43).  

14-40 Mitigation Measure BB-5a, Wetland Avoidance and Restoration (Draft EIR, page D.4-43), has 
been modified to acknowledge other mitigation and permitting requirements that may apply to 
the Proposed Project (see Section 4, under changes to Section D.4, page D.4-43).  The 5-year 
monitoring requirements for proposed project impacts do not restrict Rhodia’s ability to 
implement longer-term monitoring requirements associated with the remediation and restoration 
project. 

 Regarding Phase 2, please refer to Response to Comment 14-3.  See Responses to Comments 
14-1 and 14-3 regarding the use of the existing pipeline ROW. 

14-41 The discussion in Section D.4.3.5, Impact B-3 (Pipeline Maintenance and Repair Activities), 
applies to the entire pipeline ROW (to the proposed route or the alternative route).  While 
resources in the Peyton Slough area are not specifically called out in this discussion, the 
mitigation measure would protect those resources and would reduce impacts to less than 
significant levels.  In addition, Section 4.3.6 discusses such impacts by segment.  Segment 1, in 
which the Peyton Slough Remediation and Restoration Project is located, is discussed beginning 
at page 4-70 of the Draft EIR. 

14-42 Cumulative impacts in Marine Biology are addressed in Section D.4.3.8, page D.4-83, of the 
Draft EIR.  Discussion has been added to that section (see Section 4, under changes to Section 
D.4, page D.4-82) to include the potential for cumulative impacts in the Peyton Slough area 
due to previous pipeline accidents. 

14-43 As stated in the Response to Comment 14-42, the cumulative impacts discussion has been 
clarified.  However, the general discussion of cumulative impacts to sensitive vegetation and 
wetlands is accurate and relevant to the Peyton Slough area. 

14-44 The mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR within Section D.4.3.3 beginning at page 
D.4-35 (and as modified in this Final EIR; see Section 4, under changes to Section D.4 at page 
D.4-43) for wetlands restoration (Mitigation Measures BB-5a and BB-5b) are adequate 
mitigation for impacts to the Peyton Slough area without adverse effects to the remediation and 
restoration efforts currently being planned. 

14-45 Please see Response to Comment 14-17. 
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14-46 As stated in Draft EIR Section D.6.3.6, under Segment 1, page D.6-13, Peyton Slough and the 
Rhodia site were discussed and text page specifies that the site should be considered as having 
“high potential to impact the project.”  As stated in the text, Mitigation Measure EC-1b (High 
Potential Impact Sites) would apply to construction through this area.  The Rhodia site has been 
added to Table D.6-1 (see Section 4 under changes to Section D.6, page D.6-14) to clarify that 
it is one of a number of “Hazardous Waste Sites Potentially Impacting Segment 1.” 

14-47 See Response to Comment 14-46.  In addition, Section D.6.3.8, Cumulative Impacts (page 
D.6-21) has been revised to include discussion of the Peyton Slough Remediation and 
Restoration Project (see Section 4 under changes to Section D.6, page D.6-21).  Table ES-1 
(Draft EIR, page ES-22, with revisions shown in Section 4 of this Final EIR) allows a 
comparison of impacts between the proposed route and the Existing Pipeline ROW Alternative.  
See also Response to Comment 14-1. 

14-48 Reference to the Peyton Slough Remediation and Restoration Project and the RWQCB site 
cleanup order for Peyton Slough has been added to Draft EIR Section D.8.1.2 (see Section 4, 
changes to Section D.8, page D.8-5), under Segment 1, as baseline information.  Neither the 
presence of the known contamination nor the historic and planned clean-up activities affect the 
impact determinations or the recommended mitigation measures presented in Section D.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, at page D.8-1 in the Draft EIR. 

14-49 Impact HS-3: Contamination of Surface Water by Directional Drilling Fluid Seepage (described 
in Draft EIR Section D.8.3.3 at page D.8-15) refers to potentially significant impacts that could 
occur to water quality in any area where directional drilling is proposed.  The recommended 
Mitigation Measure HS-3a (Response to Unanticipated Release of Drilling Fluid) requires field 
surveys and monitoring wherever HDD will be employed and where such an impact could 
occur, including the Peyton Slough, and presents requirements that would be implemented if 
such contamination should occur there.   

14-50 The suggestion will be forwarded to the RWQCB as the agency responsible for issuance of the 
NPDES and RWQCB Order No. 01-094.   

14-51 Mitigation Measure HS-5a (Spill Response Plan to Protect Waterways, Section D.8.3.4) has 
been revised to ensure proper notification of all relevant parties (see Section 4, changes to 
Section D.8, page D.8-20).  The RWQCB is a responsible agency, but it is not assigned 
responsibility for monitoring Mitigation Measure HS-5a. 

14-52 Section D.8.3.4 of the Draft EIR, page D.8-17, addresses the potential for contamination of 
both surface water and groundwater from pipeline accidents.  The potential for the Proposed 
Project to cause contamination of surface water, including the Carquinez Strait, by spilled 
product is addressed in Impact HS-5 (Accidental Contamination of Surface Water with Pipeline 
Product), at page D.8-18 of the Draft EIR.  Impact GW-4 (Contamination of Groundwater) at 
page D.8-21 of the Draft EIR also addresses all groundwater contamination related to product 
spill, including the potential impact to Rhodia’s extraction system. 

14-53 Section D.9 of the Draft EIR “. . . presents information on the existing land use patterns along 
the proposed pipeline route [emphasis added].”  Table D.9-3 provides such information within 
Segment 1 with property owners, e.g., UPRR, East Bay Regional Parks, and Shore.  The land 
use in Table D.9-3 for MP 3.6 to 5.0 has been changed to “Industrial” with the Rhodia infor-
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mation in parentheses, consistent with the presentation of land use adjacent to the Shore 
Terminal (MP 3.4 to 3.6).  As the RWQCB Orders do not affect the existing land use patterns, 
they are not discussed in Section D.9. 

14-54 The inclusion of explanatory information regarding the contamination of the Rhodia property 
within Segment 1 provides environmental baseline information upon which the impact analyses 
and mitigation applicable to resources along the segment route depend, regardless of property 
ownership. 

14-55 The footnote on Draft EIR page D.9-4 has been modified to clarify that the implementation 
schedule is unknown at this time (see Section 4, changes to Section D.9, under page D.9-4). 

14-56 See Responses to Comments 14-1, 14-3, 14-4, and 14-54. 

14-57 The information in the Draft EIR is based on a communication with City of Martinez staff that 
indicates that no permits for pipeline construction would be required outside of public rights-of-
way, which could include Rhodia’s property and project area.   

14-58 Discussion of cumulative impacts for land use is presented in the Draft EIR, Section D.9.3.8, 
at page D.9-25.  No specific cumulative impacts are identified either in general or for the 
project related to the Peyton Slough Remediation and Restoration Project.  Table ES-1 at page 
ES-22 of the Draft EIR allows a comparison between the Proposed Project and the Existing 
Pipeline ROW Alternative. 

14-59 The intent of the commenter’s recommendation is covered within “other areas of environmental 
concern” within the next-to-last bullet on page D.9-17 of the Draft EIR.  All potential land use 
impacts, other than Impact LU-3 (Pipeline Accidents Affecting Sensitive Land Uses), have been 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

14-60 The residual ore bodies or the planned remedial actions do not constitute a land use impact with 
the Proposed Project and are therefore not discussed as such.  These impacts are addressed in 
biological resources, water resources, and environmental contamination sections of the Draft 
EIR.  See also Response to Comment 14-17. 

14-61 The status of the planning process for the remediation and restoration project has been clarified 
(see Section 4, changes to Section D.9, under page D.9-20). 

14-62 Disturbance of special status wildlife species is considered in the Biological Resources section 
(Section D.4.3.3, page D.4-53, Impact BW-3, Habitat Removal or Disturbance of Special 
Status Wildlife Species), and Mitigation Measures BW-3a through BW-3d are presented 
therein.  The salt marsh harvest mouse (page D.4-55) and the California black rail (page 
D.4-56) are specifically discussed. 

14-63 This Final EIR includes revisions to Impact T-2 (Construction Restricting Property Access) and 
Mitigation Measure T-2a (Minimize Access Concerns) on page D.12-11 of the Draft EIR to 
specifically require coordination regarding other ongoing construction projects (see Section 4, 
under changes to Section D.12, page D.12-11).  The language in the Draft EIR’s Segment 1 
impact discussion (page D.12-16) has also been modified to acknowledge the revised mitigation 
measure (see Section 4, under changes to Section D.12, page D.12-16).  The uncertain timing 
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of the Peyton Slough Remediation and Restoration Project, as indicated in several preceding 
comments, precludes greater specificity. 

14-64 The Peyton Slough Remediation and Restoration Project, which has been analyzed in each 
cumulative impact section of impact areas within Section D of the Draft EIR, has been added to 
Table E-1 (see Section 4, under changes to Section E, under page E-3). 

14-65 All recommended mitigation measures, including those that pertain to cumulative impacts, are 
included in the tables in Section F, e.g., mitigation measures for Impact B-1: Pipeline Accident 
Affecting Biological Resources, are provided on page F-6 of the Draft EIR.   

14-66 The RWQCB is a responsible agency for the Proposed Project under the CEQA, but is not 
assigned a responsibility to monitor implementation of Mitigation Measure EC-5a (Site 
Characterization After Accident).   

 


